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SUMMER ESL REMEDIATION FOR INCOMING PUPILS-1975 HIGH SCHOOL UMBRELTA #2

1.0 PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The Summer Remediation for Incoming Pupils 1975 High School
Umbrella #2 vwas designed to provide remedial instruction in Mathematies,
Reading or English as a Second Language to selected ;ncaﬂlagpgth and

10th grade pupils. \

Puplis were selected for the pr@gram who were two years or mnore
below grade level in reading or math as measured by the Metropolitan
Achievement Test, or who were rated as having moderate to severe diffi-
culty (C-F) on the Oral Language Ability Scale for Rating Pupils'
Ability to Speak English. The latter were placed in the ESL component.

The total number of students who participated in the program was
3,610 and of those, 299 were in the ESL component, according to the
Pr@grnm Coordinator. This figure was based on an estimate of 23 ESL
students per school in the 13 schools which had an ESL component.

Of the total of 187 teachers in the program, 81 taught Reading, 92

taught Math, 1% taught ESL, 1 served as a lerarlin, and 90 others

taught the thlrd period subjects such as typing =and shop. The program
aff also 1ncludeﬁ 135 Educational Assistants and 155 Students Aides.

The program orientation sessions for teachers begsn July 2, 1975
and the program for students began July 7. It was held for t"enty days
of three 50 minute periods through August 1, 1975.

The program was designed to "bridge the gup in changing schools"
from intermediate school to high school as well as "to help overcone
learning difficulties”. TFor students in the ESL component, the areas
stressed were to be "1mpraved understanding, speaking, ?eaﬂlng and
writing of English".

The enabllng activities to be provided for the ESL students, as
described in the proposal, were "students will learn by listening to and
emulating good models of speech. They will learn vouwel and consonent
sounds, basic intonation pattern, rhythm, etc. Voecabulary activities
will relate to their classroom, school and family environment. Feading
main ideas and applying new vocabulary. Writing activities will cons ist
of writing letters, summafles and new endings to stories".

2.0 EVALUATION PROCEDURES

2.1 PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

The FRODUCT OBJECTIVES speclfled in the modified evaluntion deglgn for
English as a Second Language students were:

1) To achieve shatistically significant growth in res ding from pre
(7/7) to post (7/29) ns measursd by the Stanford Achievement Test-
Primary II Word Reading nnd Reading Comprehension Subtests (A&B).




2) To achieve statistically significant growth from pre (7/7) to
post (7/29) in ability to communicate in English as measured by the
Listening Comprehension subtest of the Stanford Achievement Test-
?rimﬁry Leve; TT

The FROCESS OBJECTIVES of the Summer Eemedlatlan Pragram far
incoming High School Pupils were:

3) To provide remedial instruction in math, reading nnd English as
o Second Language during /2 day sessions fcr the period of July 7-
August 1, "975.

4) To provide supportive guidance services to help bridge the change
from & junior high school to a high school.

5) To provide an orientation to the high school plant, staff, services,
regulations and criteria for a high school diploma. ‘

2 STANDARBIZED TESTING

Alternate forms of the Stanford Achievement Subtests were
administered by the teachers in pre and post testing. While there vas
some variation, the pretesc schedule was: July 7: Math, July 8:

Listening comprehension; July 9: Reading subtests. The posttest

schedule was: July 29: Listening; July gD Math, July 31: Reading
subtests. All students in the ESL component were tested except for those
vho were absent or those who entered the program late. The discrepancy
between the Program Coordinator's estimate of 299 pupils in the ESL
component and the 220 pupils who were tested was accounted for by absence
and students who dropped out of the program, according to the Coordinator.

A t-test for correlated means was performed to test the significance
of the difference in reading comprehension from pre to post testing
and similarly the significance of the difference between pre and post
means in listening comprehension.

2.3 DISCREPANCY ANATYSIS

In order to determine the extent to which the program was imple~-
mented according to Tthe objectives stated in the proposal, the
evaluator visited all the schools to which she had been assigned in the
Evaluation Plan, observed the ESL and guidance components and conducted
interviewvs with the on-site Ieacher—iﬁ-Charge, the Teacher Trainers
and Supervisors. ,

Additionally, the English as a Second Lﬁnguige lesson plans were
read, vhere available, and the outline of the topics to be covered by
the Guidance Couselors were reviewed. The Supervisors' reports of class
observation of ESL classes were also read. - : :

A content analy51s of 126 teachers' reactions and suggestions con-
cerning the organization and implementation of the Program, as recorded
on a Teacher's Questionnaire, was performed and 18 discussed belov.

The responses to a Questionnaire for Students develaped by the
Fvaluator to tap attitudes and reactions to the program were also
tabulated and students' comments read for a aﬂﬁtent analysis.

=
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Objective # 1  Students will achieve a statistically significant gain =
“in reading from pre to posttesting as measured by the Stanford Achievement

Test - Primary II Word Reading and Reading Comprehension subtests.

Table 1. Results for ESL Component Students of a t-test for correlated
means for the significance of the mean dirference from pre to
posttest of the Reading Comprehension subtests of the
Stanford Achievement Test. -

N Mean Difference SEMD 0
in months ]

Total ESL 222 2;5 : .05 I, 57Q* %+
Group tested , C

*** significance established at the .00l level of confidence

X Pre Mean Post Mean  Mean Difference
(Yr. Mo.) (Yr. Mo.) (Yr. Mo.)

Grade 9 144 3.12 335 0.23

Grade 10 54 3417 3,49 0.32

Objective # 2 Students in the ESL Component will achieve statistically
significant growth from pre to posttesting in the ability to communicate
in English as measured by the Listening comprehension subtest of the
Stanford #Achievement Test - Primary Level II.

Table 2. Results for ESL Component Students of the t~test for
correlated means for the significance of the difference
between pre and post means in the Listening Comprehension
subte st of the Stanford Achievement Test.

N Mean Difference SEMD g
in_months_ B |

,Tgtal EST, 210 4.0 .08 5,156 **
Group ,

*** significance established at the .001 level of confidence

Mean Difference
(Yr. Mo.)

Grade O 1%6 2,52 2.96 , O.44

Grade 10 St 2,56 2.90 0.34.




1 Achievement in Eea&lnF and Llstenlng Comprehension

"-._M

Although not specifically called for in the evaluation
design,the English ns a Second Language sﬁuQFnts gains asg a total

== (N=222) were:(Table 1) ns uell as gains by grade level (Table 2)-~ -~ = -~

vere analyzed. The objectives of thersummer remediation program:
a statistically significant increase in the student's level of
reading comprehension nnd listening c¢omprehension, were mev.

According to stondardized reading grade equivalent tables,it is
expected that students will gain one-~tenth of 2 year in reading for
each month they are in school. However, these ESL students surpassed
that eupecta :tion by gaining an nverage Df two-tenths of a year in
reading in one month. When analyzed separately, the 9th graders gained
two-tenths of a year vhile the 10th graders gained three-tenths of a
year. ' _

When compared to the reality of the average loss experlenced
by students during the summer, as repcrted in David J. Fox,
Evaluation of New York City Title I Educational Projects, ﬂ956 67
IGentﬁr for Urban Bducation), these results are even more notable.
Fox' study reported that Uhen standardized Reading tests (Metropolitan
Achievement Tests) were given in both Spring and fall, data indicated
"an rversage gain over normal progress of .71 of a year "from Fall to Spring
folloved by an average loss of.?7 of a year from Spring to Fall'. '
This loss reflected an actual decline of .4 plus an unrealized galn
of .7. Therefore, the average gains reported above of at least .2 of a
year in one month are not Dnly statistically significant but educutlonﬁliy
significant. :

The geins in Listening Comprehension by the ESL students were also

" significant. 4s a total group (N=210) the students gained an average of"
four-tenths of a year in the month. When anal zed separately, ninth
graders gained .4 of a year vhile tenth graders gained .3 of a year.

3.2 Findings from Questlonnalre for Students

; Objective #% To provide remedial 1nstrucﬁ1@n in Math, Reading and
English as a Seaanﬂ Language.

Objective #4 To provide supportive guidance services to help bridge
th? chﬁng@ ffam an lntermedlate school to a hlgh sch931_ '

-Objective #5 To provide an orientation to the high school plant,
stoff, services, regulations and criteria for a high sch@cl dlplcmn.

The "Questionnaire for Students" was designed by the evaluator
‘to tap students attitudes and reactions to the summer program. Response

vere tabulated from a sample ofq;; students fttﬁnd;ng ench of theserﬂE
high schools, for a total N of &4 students.~ Questionnaires from thesec

1% %ch@oj were transmitted to the evalurtor by the Program Coordinator.

The students were requcgtci to answer the questionnnire in order
to strengthen nny subsequent summer program. The students were further
requested to specify any suggestions for the improvement of the program in
moonen= ﬁﬁ%rﬂ aquention ﬂjﬁcnﬂﬁpﬂ bﬁlnf '

1vary other student wns selected until %5 ( in two cases Ag)matudént
questionnaires were randomly seleccted from. each school.

-58 g




QUESTIONNATRE FOR STUDENTS

Table 3, Students' ratings of Summer Remediation Program courses,
- (E=Excellent, K=0.K., N=Not Very Good) by percent, for
each high school and total program.

# 3a # 3c - # Je # 3d

7 B Third Period )

- Reading Math ESL Activities Guidance
High E K N . k N| E K W E K N E K N
sSchool % % % 9 . - 9 % % % % % %

 School A 55 %9 & 56 36 9 | .40 47 43| 28 66 6 51 40 9 °

e
o
R
R
W
W

School B 51 47 2 42 56 2 30 70 48 40 12 50 45 5

School C 50 38 3 | 51 43 7% 27 50 41 9 53 47

Lo
WM
W
WO
e

School L 55 42 3 57 43 50 47 3 43 50 7

49 6

[0y
=
L%

School E 49 4% 8 40 51 9 | 20 70 10| 27 67
School F 4% sS4 % | a1 4% 16 | 36 64 33 48 19 | 32 60 8
School G 50 44

School H 46 51 60 4 6 | 28 56 16 | 52 P4 14 | 28 62 10

M

W
W

School I 56 44 56 44 5% 4% 4 55 %8 7 49 51

School J 70 %0 57 37 € 2 5% 28 .9 5% %8 9

[
4@‘
M
qn
W

School K 44 44 -2 4% 51 6 | 19 62 19 | 47 38 15 37 54 9

S

School I~ 41 56 3 29 €8 5% 42 5 59 3 % | 4 57 9
School I 62 35 % | 41 56 # | | 62 A8 56 M
TOTAL N 21%. 189 18 | 218 211 48 | 89 96 13 | 207 171 %6 | 191 212 24
, 420 479 | 198 414 427

TOTAL % 51% 4S% U | WEM% uh%h 0% | uS% 48% 7% | 5O% 4% 9% | Sk S0% 5%

oAb

8
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- In the Questionnaire, students vwere asked to rate each of their
summer courses as either "Excellenty "0.K." or "Not Very Good".
The specific _percent of students rating each response for each school

is given in Table 3. Summing over the whole program the majority of

" students' ratings were positive. From 45% to 50% of the students rated - -

each of the courses and the guidance period as "Excellent"; half of the
students rated "Reading" and "Third Period Activity" as "Excellent",
while 45-46% gave that rating to "Math", "English as a Second Language"
and" Guidance."

The majority of other responses, from 41%--50% of the s=ample,
rated the courses as "0.K." and only from 4% (Reading) to 10% (lMath)
of the students rated any course as "Not Very Good".

Table 4 presents the students' perceptions of the overall effect
of the program as an Orientation to high school with the specific
percent of students' responses for each of the 13 schools listed
separately as well as totaled for the entire sample. (N=477).

7 In response to the question "How useful was this program in learning
about your new school?", two thirds of the total sample of students
circled "a lot" ard another quarter circled "some". Only 7% circled
"not much'.

A very similar pattern of positive responses emerged to Question
#2, "How usefnl was the Guidance program in learning about the courses
you c=n take in the Fall?" Overall, two thirds of the sample selected
"4 lot". another quarter selected "some" and 10% selected "not much".

84% of the overall sample of students responded "yes" to Question
#4, "Did you get to know any teacher or guidance person whom you would
go to for advice in the Fall?" which is a significant achievement of this
- orientation program.

90% of the sample of 477 students "would recommend this program
 to your friends" (Question #5) which, as an overall endorsement, is
extremely positive. ,

In response to Question #6, "Are you looking forward to high school
in the Fall?", 75% of the students circled "a lot" 19% "some" and only
6% "not much", which indicates that the majority of students sampled
had positive feeling about coming back in the Fall; one of the main
objectives of the program was therefore met. :

The Questionnaire for Students concluded with one openended
question, " If you have nny suggestions to improve the program, please
write below". Of the 477 Student Questionaires, 157 Questionnaires
included suggestions. All were read by the evaluator and a content
snalysis was performed. The students' recommendations were as follovs:




U Table &)

géégnl
School A
School B
Sch@al C
School D
- School E
Schccl F
School G
School H
" School I
School J
School K
School L

School M

Percent of students' responses to Questionnaire
for Students, by High School

# A
overall

ayers-s .
orientation

77 4 9

A S X
% B %

77 20 3

M

7 2l
71 26 3
55 27 18
27 58 15
66 20 4
68 26 6
58 25 17
80 17 3

86 14 O

96 21 3%

65 %2 3

# 2

course
—_—— R
orientation
A

/ 5 N
5% %
91 26 3
70 2% 7
79 15 6

46 35 19

58 29 13

27 4

"N
i

91 24 5

71 18 1

92 .18

# b
person
to

advisge

Yes No
% %
89 11

88 12

97 3

79 a1

82 18
81 19
91 9
‘5ﬂ 49

91 9

91 2

76 24

86 14

#5 )
recommend
to friend

Yes No
L [=]

%o s

97 3
93 7
éﬂ 6
97 3
76 2
82 17
82 18
80 20
97 3
100
88 12
88 12

9 6

# 6
looking
forward
toa HS

A S X
BB %

79 18 3

68 27 5
Sér 20

5é 28 &
66 27 5.
69 31

65 29 6
51 29 20

86 3 11

.
kN
e
o
o

oo
nJ
.
W
wad

82 12 6

TOTAL N

292 113 47

377 72

506 176 33
- 465

66t 270 7% |

—— 452 ———l

65% 25% 1005

iy

8ugs

1690

§Q§E7ii

_90_10%

330 84 26

440

TOTAL %

KEY iz

A Lot

3 = Somoe

sa

10

N = Not Much

756 19% €%



‘1.0 _Academic

1.1 Reading Program

T T 25 students made “suggestions’ concerning the reading programs T

They can be summarized as requests for quantitatively more and
qualitatively more interesting reading materials, including the
suggestion that the students be allowed library privileges during

the summer program. Eleven students mentioned that they would

appreciate being able to borrow books of their choice from the
school library. (This suggestion seems most appropriate for a
program siming at strengthening reading skills).

1.2 Math Program

Fewer students (6) requested more challenging math: "include
algebra in math" and "math was too easy" and one suggested 2 courses,

‘one more difficult and one less difficult.

1.3 Extend the Day
7 Thirteen students requested a longer day with more subjects;
the most fresquently requested extra subject was a second language,
Spanish. 10 other students requested courses in addition to those
offered, including shop, typing, art and music. '
1.4 Credit
Several students requested credit for the summer course.

2.0 Recreational Activities

2.7 E,QrtsﬂvEG students requested more sports activities
including more gym (14), swimming, basketball and track,
and an after school sports program. '

2 Trips ﬂ? students féQﬁested trips to places of intérest!

2.% Recreational Activities 10 students requested the inclusion
of activities such as rilms and parties which would be fun
so they would"not be working all the time".

3.1 20 students requested the inclusion of a free lunch or
snack break.

3.2 11 students, primarily in the same 52h@@1§ requestei a better
lunch.

2 In two schggls,the'ztudenfs requested cold drinking water,
wich mwould be basic for a summer program.

W
L]
o

.. Commendations

70 gtudents used the spacs,f@rfreaomméndatians to Sﬁy”thﬂt thé? 
thought the¢ program vas elicellent or was helpful to them. : :

11
’%79if"7'7




£

% Findings from Teachers' Questionnaire

The Teachers Questionnaire was designed as an open-ended ,

“evaluation of the organization and implementation of the Summer -

Remediation Program. Teachers were reguested to make sugges*ions
for the improvement of the pragram and give their personal reactions.

The evaluator received the 126 Teacher Questionnaires in sets;
however, the schools from which they came were not indicated. :
Therefore, the teachers' evaluations and suggestions will be trEthﬂ
for the program as a whole.

A QﬂﬂtEﬂb analysis of the 126 Teachers Questlangalres vas
performed and the following teachers suggestions and reactions were
categorized:

1.0 Program Administration

1.1 Haferi ls D;Etrlbutlan. The most frequently cited suggestions
concerned the lack of educational materials. 32 teachers mentioned the
need for more educational materials; books, workbooks and games for
reading and math. Several teachers noted that the problem in their school
had been late distribution: "materials weren't available until the
second ”eek"* snother that "funds for materials came the last day of
the program”", another "woorkboolks diﬂn t come". Students were unable ta
see their daily pf@gress" another "games for math never arived".

Other teachers wrote that there were not enough reading materia 15
for certsin levels of difficulty and -teachers had to borrow from each
other. The suggestion made by most teachers was that there should be a
greater ronge of material in reading and math of varying levels Df
difficulty to meet the varied needs of the students.¢

A related topic was menti@ned by one teacher who suggestcd that the
- 1library be opened so that the students could utilize it. Three teachers
also suggested that students be provided with follow-up materiasl for
August, one noting that his students had enjoyed the workbook.

- 1.2 Extension of Summer Program

Another frequent sugge tion, made by 20 Teachers, was that the
program be e-tended so that it would last five or six weeks; that 20
half-dnys was too short a period for ma-imum efféctiveness. L

1.3 Time Echedulé -

' 10 vcherqnﬁuLFe sted Ehﬂt fcur 45 mlﬂut@ ﬂPFlDd would be preferrpﬂ
" to thé threc 57 minute periods. They observed thnt thv students becnme
- rentless gnd felt the classes 'prr“ton long" . :

g

,ﬂ 4 Student Gtouping

, ,-,5 téSGhP?n regypwtrd that students be grouped thDEﬁnEOHFIJ after -
testing or be grouped zccording to grade 1ﬁvel. .

12




,fﬂ 5 Student Recrultment

Eﬁ teachers suggestei more e?ten51ve eifcrts to recrult stu&ents _
’fcr the Summer Program; by recruiting earlier, through more personal .-
_contact end advertising more extensively. One teacher suggested "a
grEﬁter effert t@ ren ch ESE students th:@ugh 1etters 1n Spanlsh Mo
, ~One_ Gf the teachers 1ndlcated ‘an awareness of difiiéulty of ' -
tecrultment due to the 1arger system of funding: "As with any re;nbursable '
program, funding-comes toc close (or after) program is to begin. Thls T
_results 1n feeder sch@als being agathetlc to the program."

E. Student Gredlt S S e
'ﬂ ﬂS teachers suggested that the summer grcgram ‘offer ﬂ/g credit 5'“

“to students who completed it, as an incentive foz recruitment and
e ccmpletlan of the pragfam_

,7'7 Ewpan51on Pgﬁgram -

Students alresdy attendlng hlgh SChDDl whc need Temedlal wcrk,

1 8 Teacher erentatlan

i

; Flve teachers suggested a more thcfcugh program grlentat;on,
“particularly regarding remedlatlggglncludlng dlagﬂ@51s and determlnlng
appr@pr;ate ma#erlal icr each student..

"Eﬂ 9 Dversuperv151cn L

"Thiggwteachers clted the number of v;glts by supervls@rs as

exéess;ve. One teacher had 10 supervisors' visits in 20 half daysgrfrrr
3>C,another c;ted ﬂﬂ»supe:v1sprs visits- durlng the EO haii:day* program.

ﬂ ﬂQ Gverte:tlni‘ -

ST Seven teachers objected tc the amaunt of. tlme devoted to testlng

(3 subtests were given as a pretest to ESL students and 3 subtests as - -
- -'a posttest, each subtest given a different day). - One teacher objected
‘to the use of a standdralzed test for a program of 20 half—days as_an
flﬂvalld measure. S

5 teaghers abgected to excegglve paperwcrk.

>ﬂ_ﬂ2 Eefreshment Break

The secand most frequent C25 teachers) Suggestlan was ta 1nclude:“#w,_w
ack or lunch/cold drink or 1ce cream break for the students. - One
Gf the teachers mentioned that -in their school teachers contributed -~ -~
funds to enable students to have a.snack. ~ (It should be noted that some

;sch@cls did ‘include. free lunch for th51r summer. Prggram studen*s, 50
th '"thls is apparently p9551ble for. chers).' TRV

13

i '7 i'qﬁ -




%ﬁ“’ﬂ 15 Recreatlon and Fleli Trlps“m“”":”””“

' Eﬂ teachers suggeste& that some recreatlonal act;v;ty'be included
'far the students; 6 specified gym or swimming; 9 suggested a weekly
.- field trip; four suggested some type of group recreatlénal activity to
o prcm@te frléﬂﬁghlps ‘and group spirit. _ _ S :

4.4 Other suggestions pertained only to some SGhDGl s;tes, such as th?
- objection by onre cf the teachers to the summer program being held in
-~ a school vhere noisy construction was going on throughout the month;
o several (4) teachers mentioned the negatlve effect on students of the
cutback of teachers after the first week with consequent reshuffling of"
. students; a few teachers requestei fans or suggested that the program
‘anly be" canﬂucted on sites hlth air- candltlcnlng. ,

1,15 A few suggestlaﬂs were d+rected specifically to the guldance

 component. It was suggested that group guidance be scheduled as part
'af the regular program for the class as a whole that students resented

2.0 Teachers Dverall Reactlon to the Program

WElle teachers made specific suggestions fcr strengthenlng the
.. program, the overwhelming reaction to the program was highly positive.
82 of the 126 teachers (65%) who completed the Questionnaire stated
~ a positive reaction: the program was"excellent" (20), "enjoyable" (412)
"worthwhile" for the students (29), "suggegsfu1{14), "relaxed" (5) and
had"n@ discipline. problems" (3). ' ' ,

o The teachers expressed pleasure 1n the small class size and in -
- working with a group of” Students who were motivated to 1earn and achieve

“in sch@@l_

L .Wlndlngs from Qbservatlon of Pragram byﬁEVFluatDr )

, . Seven sghosls were visited by the evaluator and bath the Guidance
component and all ESL classrooms were observed, usually for the duration
. _of the lesson since there were no more than two ESL-teachers in any
- school. The total number of ESL classes Observed was ten (of the 1% in
" the entire Lfogram) and. six guidanE classes or bulldlng tours.; Ihe hlgh
~ schools visited were: . : , ,

1) Benjamin Franklin a»Hazhéttan

2) James Monroe - Bronx -
3) - Eastern District - Brooklyn
4; George Wingate - Brooklyn
.5 Thomas Jefferson — Brooklyn
63, Clara Barton - Brooklyn
7). William Mavwell - Brooklyn
1) STAFE -

' Tﬂe PTogram Gocrdlﬂator was EFperienced well orgaﬂlzed and efficient;
: requéfted interim feeiback from evaluatars and worked effectlvely w;th i :
~his staff.;;‘




~ESL ESL Supervisors were most cooperative and all three ESL teacher-
Trainers observed were very competent, articulate and ccmmited to meking

~ ‘an effort to help the teachers. Many of the ESL teachers were experienced,

- competent and well prepared. ' o B

DlEGI'E’DBI‘l;V W Evalu}tlogi _of ESL Gampgnﬁefgt

©  'The activities planned in the proposal (see Program Description
. above) were being carried out in most of the ESL component classrooms
~ visited by the evaluator. Where that was not the case, it was due . =
‘either to insufficient numbers (5 or 6) of ESL students to make up 2
~class (15) and therefore their inclusion in & larger reading class with
non ESI students, or, in one case, an ESL class conducted by a licensed -
 social studies teacher instead of an ESL teacher. -This resulted in 2
‘class where students were speaking in Spanish with the student aides
“and not engaging in oral practice in English. - o :

» However, in several other ESL classes the students were not parti-
~cipating in activities appropriate to their limited English, that is,-

they should have been practicing speaking in English but were instead
being given material to decode which was incomprehensible to them.
For eremple, in one class, students would read material in English which
was much too difficult for them, compile lists of the words they.did

. not understend (lists with 25 words) and ask the student aides who

' spoke Spnnish for a translation of the word in Spanish. This would

~ result in lists of words in English with a parallel word in Spanish.

. Perhaps due to the emphasis in the remediation program on reading
(211 ESL students were required to take the test of reading in English

 even though some of them were very recently arrived from Latin America
and knew no English) a basic principle of ESL teaching was not being

implemented in 4 of the 10 classes observed: that students should learn.
"~ listening and speaking skills prior to reading in English as 2 Second .
- Language. Many students could not ansver simple questions in English’
- and were greatly in need of oral practice in English.- In one class, the
~teacher trainer aided by giving 2 demonstration lesson of structured
- oral drills appropriate to the basic level of the students. Listening
- to the students having difficulty in speeking made it apparent that
. ‘this practice was vitally necessary. If the teachers had been asked =
" to administer a diagnostic/prescriptive assesment instrument for language
. proficiencies, this would have enabled them to better knou and meet the
" 'needs of the ILSL students. - '

- However,in every class where the avaluator noted that students wvere
“‘not participating in oral English practice or wvere reading material
_too difficult for them, it was found that the Teacher Trainers had )
identified these as_problem areas and had or were-attempting to assist
. the teachers. In one class, this had meant suplying reading material
" at the appropriate (simpler) level of difficulty. In three other classes,
_the Teacher Trainer had asked to give demonstration lessons on ESL _
" methodology/or to tape a teacher's lesson and go over it with her in terms

df;modeling"inflégticns';orréctlyi ~Therefore, the system of Teacher- - - -

- Trainers assisting on-site was working effectively.




S viere:

Discrepancy Evaluation of Guidance Component

Most of the Guidence Counselors interviewed and observed on tours

_of the building or group meetings were committed to and were effectively

reaching the- students and providing them with information concerning

their new school. :

Several Guidance Counselors were effectively working with Student

‘Aides, students who were ottending the high school. The Student Aides
served #s peer resources for the incoming students. - :

. The Guidance Supervisor's provision of an outline for topics, which

s to be planned and completed by Guidance Counselors, served to -
- ensure- that the Guidance Counselors would plan the topics of their 4 .

 weekly group meetings with students over the entire program period..

In nddition to small group meeting with students, the Guidance
Counselors had time allocated for individual meetings with students who

1) referred by teachers who identified a need or problem.

Eg‘selfsreferred . N o ) ,

5) 1n some schools, scheduled by the Guidance Counselor so that
.each student would meet the Guidance Counselor individually -

and discuss interests, needs and goals. -

In one school students were given a School Handbook in English and
Spenish. This was particularly helpful to ESL new arrivals, and for 11l
incoming students was more effective than distributing separate sheets
with the floor plan of the school, requirements for the diploma, staff,
evi. which are more easily mislaid than when all information is gathered

‘into an Orientation Handbook.

4,0 SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

From observations, interviews and Student and Tencher Evaluations,
the Summer Remedintion Program #s a whole was vell run and succesful.

The m~jority of students nnd teachers evpressed very positive reactions

to the program in their .Juestionnaires and the main djectives of the

Summer Remediation Progrsm were achieved. Students were oriented to

their ne: high school in « positive uay ns expressed by the majority.

looking forvard to returning in the Fall =nd able to recommend the program

to friends. The Guidrnce progrom was vieved positively by the majority

of students as ivere the summer courses, nccording to the Questionnaire

- for Students.

ESL students nede statisticnlly significant gains from pre to post
testing in both reading comprehension sand listening comprehension, ~s
measured by the St nford Achievement Test, Primory II. R




, The only %1gn1flcant problem area 1déntifled in the ESL Ccmp@nent
classes was that in four of them, students were not partlclpating in
“activities uPPTDPTlHtF to thelr limited proficiency in understanding and
- speaking English. That is, they were given reading material which was
"too difficult and were not being given aural-oral practice in English

- through structured dlalggueg or,as suggested in the proposal, "emulating
“good models of speech."

-'Ihé'f@llowing rec@mmen&ati@ns*are offered to the program:

ﬂ) The Program Gaardlﬁﬂtor held a meeting with the evaluators and
Superv1ﬁors on July 16 to obtain feedback, and this kind of interim
- meeting might be helpful also to teachers. In order that teachers could
meet ns a group with Teacher Trainers and Supervisors to discuss and
attempt to resolve problems that arise in implementing the program, one
afternoon might be saved from the 2 days Df pre=pr@gram orlentatlan

and Echeduled for a mid-month meeting.

achedullng a demonstration 1essan by a Teacher Tfalner mlght be
useful since two teacher trainers were observed meeting with 'some
~resistence from te(ghers to the1r glv:ng a demgnstzatign lesson-in th21r
classroom.

2) Only senseg ESZ eachers should be hired for the ESL component,
as was suggested in the propasql. While it is better for students to
" have the same ESL teacher in the Fall as in the Summer, when as ESL
teacher is not available from one school for the summer program, it might
be better to borrow a licensed ESL teacher from another school than
utilize someone without ESL training. In the class observed where a
licensed social studies teacher was assigned ta tegch ESL the tlme was
" not being appropriately spent.

'53) A dizgr , > _of : h proficiency would ennble the teachersf 
to 1dent1fy th? needs of the students. Far same, it is practlce ;n
'Spe%k;ng Engllsh which needs ﬂttentlon. '

While the purpose of admlnl%terlng the read;ng comprehen31an snd

~ listening comprehension tests,. according to the propossl, was diagnostic,
~none of the teachers of ESL students had used the test results dlag305s ‘
t;cully. To begin with, the tests were not d551gned for this use. -

Teachers 1€ﬁrned fr@m 2 representqtlve of Hﬁfccurt Braces Jovancv;ch
that while the Stnnford Achievement Test was evcellent for the students
- for whom it was developed, it was inapropriate for their ESL. students,
particularly in view of the short tlme spﬂn of the program (EO halfﬁdays
of 1natructlcﬁ).",'

. Instead of the test Gf I;stenlng Gampréhe351on or Readlng Ccmpréhrn sion
& diagnostic test of ornl proficiency in Inglish should be given to '
students so that te-chers would be able to identify the areas that need
_-attention, and so that the student's level of oral proficiency in English
would be established. : - T
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* Recommendations by Teachers and Students Supported by the Evalustor =

1) Library AS one of the objectives for students was to strengthen
reading skills, the library should be open during the summer program
to enable them to borrow books. _ : |

2) . Materials A better system of material distribution should be
instituted, perhaps including baoks from other clnsses in the school
to meet the varied needs of the students in each class, since both:
(32) teachers end a number of students found a lack of materials,
particularly for reading, due to funding constraints. ,

%)  Recruitment While some schools made extensive recruitment efforts,
others ~ppenrs not to have done as much. The program should be '
“ewtensively advertized, including articles in the daily press (both :
English and Spanish) and radio as well as letters to parents of potential
- -students in English, Spanish and for appropriate schools with Haitian.
- students, in French. S S D S PR

. 4)  Expansion of Program The suggestion made by a teacher to open
the program to stidents already in high school in need of remediation
ceems an excellent one. The class size was often lower than the
maviimum of 15+ A the end of the first week teachers were asked to ‘leave
the program due to-lack of students. The evaluator had observed 2

. excellent ESL teachers in one school, both of whom were let go due to

- inadequate numbers of ESL students in their classes. Since there
are many students who could benefit from these services, it might be
best to limit the program to students most in need of English as a second
1 nguage in high school. - ; S ' o

 5) Snack . A snack break between second and third period consisting of

“a drink and fruit, cookies, etc. would be helpful in renewing energy o
and providing time for students to meet and talk informally. The.
-evaluator cannot recommend luch since she observed most of the lunches
being thrown away at one school where students finished lunch in 10

minutes of the allocated 20 minutes. -

6) Recreation A culminating group trip or activity which the students
-~ could have input in selecting would be useful in building positive
. identification with the school and strengthening friendships.

7)) Eaidané% A ﬁractice observed in one school might preiitablyAbe
picked up by others. Each student was scheduled to meet individually
with the Guidance Counselor to discuss interests and goals and establish

contact, -rather than wait for students to refer themselves. :

Aﬁéthef'suggestian; m;déiby*ﬁ teacher, to. schedule the thleiélass

- as 3 group for guidance rather-than pull out smaller groups from Third
- Period Activity, would be useful to consider.

8) Oversupervision On several occassions this evaluntor went_into a._._
classroom to observe and found either the Supervisor or Teacher-Trainer
- also observing prior to making suggestions to-assist the teacher. - .
7 There seemed to be excessive observation during the program. As teachers
.. “indicrted, in one case 10 observers, in another 71" observers visited
- their cless in 20 half-days. One Teacher-in-Charge characterized it as

N I AR e PE e e e
- Books itere. to be-nvailnble from the regular classrooms. When they were .-
“not, the-program ordered mnterials, but only gftéf,méﬁiesr???egévé¥3fbl%sQi

Fﬂi:c?gsing,ﬁélsyg_ =16 =




‘a steady tream of observers. It is recommended that the purpose of each
observer be considered in order to limit the observations and if

possible, that the Teacher Trainer and Supervisors write up their '
‘recommendations to be submmited with the evaluation of student achievement.

U If the pragfamJadministratciS‘aggess:that the feedback from students

" “and teachers was worthwhile, they might include such instruments as the

Questionneire for Students and the Teacher Evaluation in any subsequent
evaluation along with the diagnostic/prescriptive/achievement test.

It is recommended that the program be continued next summer since
there is o pressing need for remediation programs and particularly

 ESL programs, and the summer remediation program achieved its major -

objectives and was rated very positively by the majority of students
whom it was designed to assist. o - '
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ST - T Namber |- .- |Statisticall- -

. Component - [Activ-|Test |_Form | Level _|Total Groﬁp Tested | Pretest Easttest | Data Subgroup

D code |ty (used | T 1 ] WY YEIT 6 Tl m(;
. oode | U lprelpost|pre|post| T | Y| |pate Mean 5D |Date Hean 8D |Test Value 5“- Egt

Bl (s | 9 | |1 7__/97-;3 0. 457/ 3?3533‘? _-s:}f‘f4-'579 a Reading

—

- - O B e B - .;; T o
LIIT 819 16 )1 [7/8 2-54.65-2.96 b6 iooq Llstenlr\g

(s [l 0 5 o fsless ks e oo

1/ Identlfy test used and year of publlcatlcn (MAT -58; CAT- 70 b/ 8D = Standard Deviation
Coete,) 7 1] Test statistics (' eg b F* XZ).
© 1 Total number of pafclclpants in the activity, - §/ 'Obta1nEd value , i 5
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i slgnify the subgroup=evaluated

'spgsttESE calculations . | s
3 1= grade equivalengg 2 = percentile rank; 3 = z score;’ '

© o the dlscfepancy bet\een the esf;mated
© 38T student population (299). and the -
setual mmber tested (222), but attributec

: ;~the dlfference t0 abaence and drapauts.;

: ' Yo, breakdcwn by grade “ﬁs Vall?hlé far
e%timated number Df ESE %fudents.
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AESTRAG‘I‘ T

. ' The Summer ESL Remeilatlﬂﬂ Prcgram for Incoming ?upils 19?5 ngh
- School Umbrella # 2 was des;gneﬂ to provide remedial instruction in
* ~English as a Sec@nd Language as well as remedial instruction in math

" to selected incoming 9th and 10th grade students. Pupils were selected

f’for the program who were rated as having moderate to severe: dlfflculty
- (C = F ) on the Oral LaDEUage Ahlllty Scale for Patlag ?u§115 Ablllty
. to Speak Engllsh. o

The total number af students who part1c1pated in the ESL qupanent
-~ was estimated as 299 according to_ ‘the Program Coordinator. They were ,fl
..taught by 13 teachers in 13 schools, assisted by Student Aides. Pragram
- orientation sessions for teachers began July 2, 1975 and the program
-for students was held from July 7 through August 1 for 2@ half day
gessions divided into three flfty minute PETlDdSa'

: The goals for students in the ESL Component were "lmprcved under—‘“fj”
standing, speaking, reading and writing of English". Enabling activities

-'b=pxav1ded were structured dialogues, choral repetition, reading selections:

and responding to questions which assessed camprehens;eﬂ and the wrltlng

R 1etters ‘and vncabulary lists.

. From observations, 1nterv1ews anﬂ Student Questlcnﬁalre respanses,",
the Summer Remediation program as a whole was well run and successiul..ﬁq,

,-_ The magarlty of students expressed very PQSlthé reactions to the:
‘o program- in their Questionnaires and the main objectives of the Summer .

- Remediation Program were achieved. ESI Component students made

- statistically significant gains from pre to posttesting in both readlﬂg*"x

3;'camprehen31cn and listening camprehenSLQn subtests @i the Stanfari "7_1;15
, Achlevemenﬁ Test, Primary II. o _ L

S " The Dnly slgnlflcant pr@blem area 1dept1£15d was that in icur of
thhe ten classes observed, students were not participating in act1v1t1es, :
- appropriate to their limited proficiency in speaking English. That is,
they,were given material to read which was foo difficult and were not

" being given aural-oral practice in English as a Second Language through =
- structured dialogues or pattern drills as suggﬁsted in the proposal. -

" Due to funding constraints there were also gaps in materlals approprls*
'to the praflclency 1evels of the ESL students_ : oo

R A reccmmendatlgn was made to g;ve students a dlagncstlc test of
’Engllgh speaking proficiencies to enable the teachers to prescribe .

~activities approriate to their needs, which they could not do with

- the data from.the llstenlng comprehension and reading camprehen51cﬁ;t o

' +ests. :

ﬁ@mpﬁnent ééde . Activity Code- Dbjeztivé*éﬁéé
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